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. oral and written banguage

R N * - - ) Y
1..Introduction . ,
< t ) . ‘-
Children. ecome to the task'of reading .with a set of

>
.1

well-developed. oral language qonprehensioryz skills. Thi's -

PR ’

linguistic skill, rema%kably obtained in Just a few years,
obVﬁousl§ facilitates rea?ﬂng .and, learning to read One’ View is
that oral and written language comprehension represent essentially

‘the same process; reading a passage simply involves decoding.the

-~

onthographio symbols to a phonemic representation, then

-, b

comprehending that as. if it were speech. * Huey's [1908]
often-cited statement expresses this yiew: "The, child pomes'to his

\finst reader with his habits_of spoken’ language fairly well formed
J - .

" and these habits. grow . fiere deeply set -with- every year, His

meanings intere in this spoken language and belong but seqondarily

to the printed symbols." (p. 123) An alternative pOint "of view is -

that, wﬁile the t@o processes shahe’ s1gnificant' subparts tﬁ%y

also differ in cruciaf ways. . For.examplp, Kolers [1970] contends

that ,"the questions of interest to the student of readingﬁare not .
N . ; R

whether all [symbol sound] cornespondences can be chara“terize& by

rules, for they <can, but whether reading is merely their'
- ' . .

' application.- Here the answer (s de01Sively negative n (p 136)

Y . v

Advocates " of the first position contend that e-reading

comprehension = oral comprehension skil1a + decoding. Those who

espouse the second claim that the equation contains many ndre

-

terms and that some of thé coefficients might even be negative,

-

indicating skills which qust be unlearned in the . transition* from

-oral comprehension to Yeading.
N 4

¢

[N
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~0Oral and Written Languége

A

In this chapter, : I emphasize and'explore the differentes

.
0}

among various forms‘of oral and -written language, Jather than

. Lt

their similarities' The dlscuss10n is based on theTclalm that 1t

‘is m1slead1ng,to compare the broad class "oral language" w1th all

] -7 t

Mwritten language," Since dlfferences within these classes can be

much, greater than any gene%al distinction between, them. In .fact,

-

A8

focussed corresponds to only one-of several dimensions of language,

»

C e o . . s, ' .
necessity for visual decoding is a dlfferemce between children's
A +
\

oral language and’ readlng cgmprehens1on, I contend that it .is but
'one of a, great many distinctions, all of which may weéll present

stumbllng b2ocks ier children learnlng to read. - Recognizing the

'

multg féceted mann%r in whlch a child's 1language skills must

d elop, we can see'that the cogni}ive leaps we expect, children to
) " . B .‘
* make are enormous and can perhaps be Dbroken down into  more

’ 3
manageable steps. ) v

The ‘major portion of this paper introduces a taxeonomy of the
differences between ehildret's typ}cal oral .language experlgnces
" ) — » .

and tne"experlence of reading a book. Sections 2.1 through 2.3

explore these distinctions and’  section 2.4 considers some
s . .

implications. ‘of this taxonomy fer teaching .reading anq/doing

v ; : 3
research in reading comprehension.’ Section 3.1 discusses from the

L]

penspective of the taxonomy developed in this paper some past
. . AN

+

, Fthe sfmple obal;vs. written d¥chotomy -on which much research nas

experienge which’l develop heref‘AAlthough it is clear that the,

[ S

experimental‘ work which purported "to investigate the fsame .

process"‘hypéthesis exemplified*bw "Huey's statement above. . In.
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Oral’and'Written.Language
addition to the:‘problems identified '%n section 3.2{ the'majorn_
-eritacismgof this research is‘that itlignores ‘the differences I
consider most - cruc1al to a child's transitfon fromAlistening to
'readlng comprehen51on As an example:of an 'alternative type of

research questlon which the taxonopy developed here- mlght provoke

’

section 'u. explores the difficulties deictic words whosg meanings

are sensitive to the time, place and context of the utterance may
. ),, -
present to children when these terms are used in written text

The discussion of deixis in sectlop 4 illustrates the "~ potential

complexity of comparing teit and speech accordﬁnggto the ‘taxonomy

presented htre. - )

F

¢ s

2. A Theoretical Taxonomy of the Differences Between. Oral and

Written Language , . . .

F

4
A

If we wish to .truly understand the contribution of children's

3 -

oral language rskllls to théig learning to comprehend what‘they

read, we nust carefully specify the conceptual- dlfferences between
» s ’
_their earller language exper1ences andethe\new‘one they are trying

¢ -

'to master. .The following taxonomy attempts to go far .feyOnd the

tradltlonal emphasis on decod1ng sklls» and views the dlfferences

?
1

as much more' comprehens1ve It should be v1eWed prlmarlly as a
N\
spe01f1cat10n of the processes chlldren must dearn (and unlearn) ;Ei

to become competent reading comprehenders, but 1s also useful as a
Voo —% L4

'framework Tfor specrfylng(yhlch varlables are really be1ng tested

.- R

in ilstenlng/readlng exper%@@nts such gs tHose deScrlbed. below,

and’ as .a. suggestion fora teacnlng the \totallty of ,reiglng

.
1

. ‘ - i ) N 1] 3 :
comprehension by making progréss along one di@ens1on at -a time,
o v e -

\
\
'

’,

3 =




Oral and wrftten‘Lanhuage

.
- N . . . ~

A child's oral language ekoeriences may be desoribed; as
i

Jinteractive copverSatlons in whldh the child partlcipates ‘as both

" speaker and listener. | All the participants \Share a spatial
\\\ . * 11
“temporal and 81tuatlonal context and their verbal communlcatlon is

‘ L

augmented by 1ntonat10n facial expness1on and gestures I have
d1v1ded the d}fferences between this situation and that of a child

readlng a story into .two large sub- categorle! those hav1ng to do

' .
with the communicative medium and those dealing ‘with the message;

"each of Lhese subcategories is further divided into dimensions, I
. A .
will\ describe these in detail in the followfng sections. Since-

the emphas1s heregls on the consequences of these distinctions for |

N -
‘a chlld.learnlng to read, I will also attempt to indicate ‘what

kidds of modificationrs must happen . to a child's comg;ehens1on

processes- in the complex transition .to reading comprehension.
v . ) - PN

.

While I have chosen to designate the goal ianguage expenience in
this analysis as "readlng a story," it ’'is ~important to realize®
that 'there are other language experlences wthh differ -even more

from,'chilo;en s conversataons,‘ e.g. readlné a textbook or

technical paper.’ Because the kinds,of texts to which children are

first and most frequently exposed are stories, I will concentrate

‘on these flrst and discuss differences between stor;es and

~

textbooks in.the section on. message -related dimens1ons

] N * . A A
2.1 Medium-Related .Dimensions.’ N

I~ have formulated * seven dimensions along ,wnich the

) ,
communicative medium of a language experience can be placed. . The
. . 3 e

'mediup ‘here is expressed in experient}al ‘terms, and does not

R
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. . R . Oral and Written Language,

» . - ™~

. : . . 4
represent just the:vehicle for"“ the message; for example,” the’

+

contrast 1is made, between being in a conversation andwwaﬁching a

. *play, r&ther than between -a conversation and a play. If we were )

g '

»
.. N

5; dqéehibed‘;bove, would lie on
:_tﬁe opposite end of a loﬁg giagonal'from reading std%ies,*with Ahe
.?oint being (010,9,0,0,030), the )other_ (1;1,1,1,1,1,1). V For
‘simplicity, |

child's oral'lapguage experience,

I will treat these dimensions here as two-valued,

although it is ¢lear that some of .them db not divide“langpage

experiences neatly into two parts; a.fuﬁther refinement o} the

theory. would *be to consider intermediate valués on  some

dimensions. k ‘ . .

¢ . l\
In any such dimensionalization, .it is often ‘nclear when a
R /

dimension should.be 1listed separately and when it stuld' be
combined witn some other peldted dimension with which it may
‘occasionally covary. I have, at least infgrmally, used the

. following criterion for identifyiné a dimension: 1if I coulq think

of a minimal . pair, that is; two language ' experierncés which’

’

differed‘ih'terms'pf medium only élong the dimension in ,question,'

-

that dimension was considered to be independen;ﬁénd was therefore

included in the, list. ' ' . .
. o , . : , .

< The medium related dimensions are: modality, 'interaétion;

involvement, sﬁétial commonality, - Qempéral commonality

concreteness of Eeferents, and éepaﬁability ‘of.' chérac;ers.'

Further descriptions of them-are as follows:

R

to think of a space defined ip,terms of these seven dimensions,” a
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T ﬁeceésity of visual decoding in

\Rubxn [1977] - - — IR

k . .. ;‘ . t ‘. . . R /‘ _l ’ ‘" x‘;—:/
1. MODALITY —,1s the Qessage wrltten or spoken° &hlf‘dlmen31on is

’,. _‘ . \\

. \
the one on which most ngsearch on the relathpshld/between"
_ listening and reading has focused. 4 In/-fact, it \hasl malnly
N . . o . "' { PR . .' .
concentrated on only‘ ong aspect of this distinction: the added

,peading. Even in\ this’ single

-

dlmen31on theJér " there. are other*® dlfferences which 1mp1nge
) substantlally on the proce331ng demands of thJ comprehen31on task.

.

These are brlef&y reviewed ﬁere; a more exten31we discussion of’

N .
- 4 L

ﬁhe components of modality may be found in Schallert, Klefman and
. o

A\l “ LS

Squen langi;%e has as one of its most salient _aspects - the,

. A .
use .of stress, ifitonation, and other prosodlc features Temporal
characteristics of:speech such 1s pauses and:- changes in' sgggd

* ) ’ * ) .
often proyide clues for .the chunking ,of words into ‘larger

+

3 ’ : -:.
~constituents. 1In general, pauses*and breaths occur at syntactic
bégnéaries .}ﬁenderson, GoldeP-EisIer and Skarbek [1965,.1966]).

‘ éimilarly,'aﬁmore quickly spoken set, of words often indicates ana

appbsitiye phrase ‘or something which is- not 'geﬁmane to the ’

ttop-level'structure of the sentence.* In a rele&aht eXperiment,
- . v o _ : - L
Friedman and Johnson (as reported in,%}icht [1972]) found that.

»

* pauses at ~ phrase b8undaries - in speech increased- its
- . ~ A
comprehensibility. We rely on stress _in_ oral language .as an
. » . Al N
- » , "
indicator of such discourse organiging topics as given vs. new.
> [

Compare_ the following twO'sentencéE for example:

I sent Adam the book. f~d§‘ e ‘ . Lo
_ I sent Adam the book.- SR ) )
:r v'*‘"e g
; .
) _.6"' ' ) '

Oral and WPitEed-Lapguége\'\

o

v




Oral and Written Language
. 3

N, \ ’ .
=

In> thé "fihst the _book has already been‘mentloned (1s given),

>

while the 1nformatlon that nt was - sen; spe01flcally, ﬁo’ Adam is
_new. The Pltuatlon is reversed in thé\secoﬁd—sentence |

In addltlon stress on pronouns hélps to dlsamblguate their‘
referent as in the famlllar

John hit Peter and £hen- y hlt h1m

Vs, John hit Peter and then Mary h1t him., ’ . T

v/

In the first sentence,_ the refepent‘ of "him" is definitely'

~ .

"Peter,” while in tHe -sedond it is "Joh(."l Intonation,!yet

another fleature .found solely . in speech, 1is ‘often used s an
o . -
indication of- the illocutionary force of an utterance. For
) ' . * ’ s .
example, "It's cold in heré" could be a sta}enenLﬁonffa ’huestion;

‘depending‘oﬁ the intonation~pattern. ;
, A)\‘m .4 . s

/

These prosodlc features are a _great help for everyone - and
espe01ally chlldren - in understandlng speech as they facilitate
" the ~deteotlon 9f Syntactic and‘dlscourse structure. (See Adams

'[1978] for further dlSCUSSlOn) The transition to text requires:

T

the developmenb of alternate stnategies “to compensate for thé

! - . %

disappearance of thesé featurges. n ' o
. . . ‘_

. Text 'does have e§Me compensatory aspects, A partial analogue
4“\. .

of many prosodic featupes is punctuation _While our limited set

- S, . /
of punctuation“ marks"~ does 'not reflect all the nuances possible
= A

.

with speech, 1t frequently indicates illocutlonary force ( ? f),

A}
pauses é%), lists (, : ;) and related statementsA(;), among,

2

others. In contrast with speedh,“segﬂentafipn of the meséage into

words and” sentences is concretely indicated in written text and is

’

N

S,
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- ~ , RN . ~ -+0Oral and Written Language ’ ‘;
not:? task which must Be‘performed by the - reader. Ip,:aﬁdition; v
N Y » N . . “k R

. certdain devides whﬁpb are .used solely in text cin help specify.the 

lariger strucﬁure of "the h?ssage. The démarcation of paragraphs‘ig
such én' orgap}iﬁtipnal aid. Textual devices, such as underlining -
\'ané'italiciz{ng\may be, used to'%mphasize or contrast words and
éhrases.“ it is'.evén. possfé}e. that otﬁef lanéuagé§ or other
‘.tybographies have employed éifferent téxt&al'features;;a study of
£hei history .gf %ﬁgpographj_ might .shed some, lighb -on ‘th b /

oral-written transition process from a different point of viéew.:-
. < “. . . Al

) R Al

éfﬂective reading involves the recognition of the funcgron of 4

these aids and the develppment @ of processes "F\ take the Dbest - .
PR

., ~advantage of them, 2%\ ‘ ) z (
Another\'dharécbeﬁist}c of text which can be an asset in its o
. . < . ’ '
) éomprphénsién is its permahence. Reader; can , use th{s f;ch by "f
looki&é back over péésages they haQe previously reéd, re-égadf%g a .
ot senﬁeéce which was misbaﬁseh the firgt time aroﬁnd“dr,reLreaAingJ .1
anfentiﬁe %gragrabh whose point'becamé élear lonl& at  the last
. sénténce._ ‘Effective reqagms often® glance ahead at. the negt few '_ 1
-senpences oﬁtskim ch%pter and secpion héadin S., f'major stratégy . lé

a child must develop in making Epe pransitio from oral  to written

languagé‘ is a method for usipg 'the "permanence of text to

‘ ~ ” ' N
compensate for some of its differences from speech. One such
4 t ’

-* strategy, for exapple, is to Keep some.h&gﬁllevel strugture of the {

"~ “text Jin mind tp facilitate lddking‘back to check a specific boint:

: - . . - i
speeific question; in an 1nteract1ve§§oral
[}

'/ or answer. a language
- ~ I3 hd -~

ly just ask for clarification. ¢

»

. sitdation, people more common
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¢ - )
2. INTERACTION . is - the hearerﬁllstener able to Interad% with the

<

.speaker/wrlter° Clearly, ;p a 3onversatron each partlclpant has

~ 4

a chance to speak and often'ﬁses Ehls opportunlty to indigate that
’ ]

¥, .
he or she has “not understood the speaker Thus, :in a comversation
. b

::-,—-' 4

.which is "wonklng,'; the megrer can verlfy hlSMOP her hypotheses

qulckly, maklng ,the ma;ntenance Of ‘competlng hypotheses' less-

L4
-

necessary. - S el . :

-~

c o, . ad ' - e ot
Being in a conversation also reguires the listeneg to make an

-

dctive attempt -to understand awhatg is being said in order to \

. - < . : 4. » , ., ., . .
respond appropriately. fn non-interactive media such as beoks and

. TV,this.lmpetus_is abseht; Being able to participate in this *way '

requires knowledgen of the xﬁﬂ!F ‘by. which, conversdtions  are’

conducted' Grice L1957] and %earle [1969] hame codifded - some of

the assumptlons whlch underlle conversatlohal 1nteract1ohs Belng

1 4 <

able té act1vely partlclpaté also 1&plles hav1ng an’ effeqt ,on the
.course of a conversatlon. ,,Keenan and Schleffelln [1976] have

represented the establlshment bf dlscourse ‘topic as a dynamic i
. [ " ° ‘ \

process which 1ncludes feedback ffom both the speaker and the

i\ -
S b

heaper.’ Part1c1patory language experiences arey,, in addition,
~

h1ghly 1nd1v1duallzed each, part1 1pant has ‘some model of the

vwther's: belléfs and knowledge and comboses utterances taklng th1s
‘ 0

model into account. Thus, €he language w1th which a Chlld com@s

intd" contact in conversatlons iyﬂ more tailored to h1s or her
) SR ' N C v
iknowleage than the language in a/’ﬁulti—re01b1ent\ obJect 4}lke_ a

)
x

_ " hook could be. =+ s
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o

. T ‘ . ;f *
.. 3. INVOLVEMENT - is thegcommuni‘.‘cation directed to the reader_/
» . . P ) .

ifistener? The . anlu31on.of thls dimensidn reﬂlects the fact that

~ - ] PR - -

. ¢

certain_ . La&guage . 'experiences are . directed toward the,

., reader/listener, while win othere, he or- ,she. is’-essentially
' . S . " N '\ ' \‘ ‘ '

Peavesdroppiqg." One _clue 'to locating a language eXperience alorig

o - N : '

M - . “
LN . M PR [ ¢

this dimension .is’ the, use of second . person pronoans.. .:An

w ce '.-'-: . ‘ -:“.t ‘e .. "‘ : . . '
- ;Q"inVOlVipg"' communication will use,6 "you" /to
. Sl ,
reader/llstenerr sometlmes - éven ‘in ‘tQi/p

1l * . . "'( »

"non1nvolv1ng" communlcatlonfcontalns "you" at. gil eferent  /
. (' . . - * .

"will be a character in the story, Qr d generalized person ("You

refep _ to the
. . f . 0
JIf ra - -

never know what*s going to’ habpen next . "y, oo Involvement in a --
communication acet . usually 1mp11es that the wrlter/ﬁpeaker knows

who the reader/listener ie; consistent wlth -this .1mp11cat10n is .,

' ) ~ /
from oral situations (e,g. <letters). \ s ‘
. . s . :“l - ‘ . ’, \ . - R .t, ¢

. f
‘. - - B + . !
> .

. the fact that most written communicatiQ%g of this sort are derived %9

R

il

= M. SPATIAL - COMMON,ALITY - do the. speaker and 1isteger (reader and
. ‘ e o
wﬂlter) share-a spatlal context’> Thls d1men31on really cqmprises C o

E g . Y

|
. two different guest;ons. . The flrst mlght be phrased Can the

\ -

[}

.- o’ - . . - ¢
_participants see one another’> The second' Can - the ‘partlclpants ~ .
usé the same spatlal de1ct1c terms because they are in the samé°>

- w 's . o @' .
o L N W . ’ - . ) . .
-place? N . ; . .,,,» S

&
- . ., « .

The flrst question .is. ‘primarily one of extra llngulstlc ﬁ

-

P " . *\{'“5"-— »
communi@atiénxi. Gestures, faclaf epre331on§‘and p01nt1ng cangall "~

Be;use% to fagﬁlitate<ccmmuhlcatlonu A nod 6f the, head,may denote "

v : '
.

!

5 . ?

agreement; a buzzled'look may communigate a lack of understandlng, .

.
N .
j - - ‘_' 4 Y
. . N .
. 3 ,

. . .
.
N . - - * ~
. N . ’ . K}
L4 ) ‘
, u
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.&:_‘ caus1ng the speaker to restructure t utterance. Pointing may
\v"' N A . -~
aad in specifying ‘Peferents for pponouns or'noun phrases such as

“that dog over - there. . Keenan and‘ Schlefrj}ln {1976] cite the

) ?bhlow1ng exam\}e of two: 3H month old chlldren eating dinner:

~

ga,va.d (looklng at hls bowl of‘ f‘ood) what.s z1s'7 B

R/ . | - . 7 4
_ S Tob‘y:,K@monlz i ’ [

David: na macaroniz. Sketiz.*
o7 N . CL : , R
. In this caBe, David's: eye movements were necessary for-Toby to

understand the referent_ofaﬂzis.“'/h developmental movement away

4

from this "early dependence on ext -linguistic communication has

been noted by deLaguna [1927]: "The evolution of language 1is.

charapterfied by a progressiVe freeing J¢f speech from dependence

’

oh'the perceived conditiodns unaer ®hich it is uttered and ﬁeard;

' % .‘and f‘rom the behavior whlch accompanles it." (p 107) ’ e
ot ,. The second aspect of spatlal commonallty has to dd w1th the:
use .of deiectic words@sucn'as “here,; "there,' "come," "go, n etc.
- R . R o . - . R ®

‘ (see_ section 4 below for a.definition and discussion of deixis). *
.+ _If ‘the two partieipants-are in the same place, they,can'ﬁnderstagd

Such words withht translating them to account for the dther
, . -
., bperson being in a different place. .(Of course, \;foh words as

-
<

-j\ y?“rlght" and "left" must always be 1nterpreted relat\ve to (each

"Ex
) Qperson S own pos1t10n ) , The permanence of written l?nguage and
e L \
-t . the- ex1stence of modern telecommunlcatlons have created situations

¢+

in wﬂﬁch the two partlelpants can Dbe separated in space, ‘thus

’ >

making it necessary for the listener to interpret spatial déictic

»

} ' terms in’ the speaker's context. .
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,'sgparated in time requires the reader/listener to take the point "
g L

(Nt

! Oral and Writteﬁ“Language
’ . \

< . v .
- ’ 1

*5.-IEHFORAL COMMONALITY- = do the participants® share a temporal “g

[y ’

conzzjt?' This again is a delctic issue involving the use of such’
wordd as "now," "today," "last Sunday" ‘and :verb tense markers. .
I3 . . )
L] ‘ . Lt P
The correct inteﬁgrqﬁatian of such words ‘when the participants are ° .

of view of the spéaker/writer. A child's oral 'language ‘experience
does not often reéﬁxre-this ability £& switch “the temporal context
. ’ /7 . v ! -
" of utterances. Although it is certainly possible for a mother to,

)

address the folloﬁing remark to her child: "Remember I told you

-

yesterda§, 'You can go out to play tomorrow.'", it appéaré - that
<

&éis type of demand for temporal context-switching is seldom

imposéd on a child in orgl conversations. - =, R R
T ) ' ~."1 ‘{" ‘ ) ' l N

.6.. CONCRETENES3 pF REFERENTS - are_@he'objecté anq events ref%rred .

to vi§uall} present? Early conveﬁsatiod% deal almost exélusively,
e N -~ 'r' . ‘ . ’ -
with concrete objects which .a child can ‘' see: Mommy, Daddy,

» .o
,clothes, “food - or objects which the child Mas at least seen -~

Y
e ~

.previously and which therefore have some doncrete-reality to him

or her: Grandpa's dog, friend Jackie, carrots we had for dinner

last night. 1In reading or listening to stories, a child is often
- . T '

required to make up an object or event given only ‘an incomplete,

verbal descriptibn,'z\process which may take addigfbnal cognitive

-~

LA

sophfsﬂﬁqétion: The child may'- also have:. to integrate” several

paﬁtiél descriptions of the same ob-ject and remember the 6omposi§e .

»

describﬁidh Wwithout tneerid of an external referent.
' L} . : - 2 ~

(3 . .

<t
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7. SEPARABILITY ©OF  CHARACTERS - - is the digtinotion between
- : - e e

-

diffe;ant' p:?p%§'§,.sﬂatam%ﬁ%§=“and . points of. view " clearly

indicated? ~Ih a normal conversatibn, such distinctions are
obv1§E§, as each .person ma%gs chis or. her own statements; each
point of view, -hasa:a physlcal °“anch0r‘" Even so, for a young
h -

child, the parallel maln&enance of several distinct p01nts of view

may be confusing. Inua book thls_proplem is- compoun#ed, as the
o : . .
child must not only 'qunstruct“'~the indiv;duala/involved (see

P

. -‘ s - e
concretenass.of reférents,iabQVe), but must par%&} out comments,
7 . ) ob i ®
feelings,/and motivatbons- to &ach‘ of them on the basis of more

subtlg clues: punctuatlon rqpar@graphl structure and& 1nferences

x
Hased on some can31stent model af gach of the characters

:v ¢ ) a A4 ‘ - PR .
2.2 Points in the'Medium Space - . ¢ . | ,

L 4

Alnhough. these seven. dimensions have fbeen identifiea and
- -t B 5 .

discussed by contrafting"two extremes . - dhlldren s oral
L) - ‘9 N
conversations and reading ., a story - there are many language
- - - g
experiences which lie between the two.- A dimeqsionalizatiqhu like

. . L'l &

the one presented ' here “detfines .af space within which language

experiédces may be compared, and - inspires a "search fon the
uninstantiated possib;litiés*/ ‘We can think: of each language

experience to be describeP as a p01nt ‘in 7- dlmen31onal space. COAY
. e ) -

first the space appears to be only sparsely filled but, in f%gg}/

we can come up With qu1te a few interngediate p01nts by teasfag‘

4apart the dimensions we haveslisted above.

3

' pFigure " ,illu;ﬁrates; the helatiqnshibs' among sevégal

¢4

different ekpenienqes, presented-as ‘labelled rectangles. Lines

- 13 = . - ' ‘.
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. | o L . - .| FROM A FRIEND. . FROM A FRIEND
. tepporal commonality HAVING A q [ 4 . - ’ ,
g READING A NOTEp, interactaon ,  -*'" | CONVERSATION ON / N\ : )
JLEFT ON THE I LINKED COMPYTER . ‘ .
ITCHEN TABLE TERMINALS > interactiona- .
; “ . spatial commonality : .
. ) . e temporal commonality ..
] - concreteness of referents Vi
; ) J . Y M ( * . '
. dA‘f o . ) \ 1 rarxkme /] v - . S
. spatial commonality " LI®T ' ON THE . . v
WATCHING | 4  temporal commonality LISTENING ' PHONE . . . ‘ .
A BLAY TO A . modality . o .
N - / 1 CONVERSATION CE . :
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: . : / spatial commonality . g .
. ' - concreteness of referents oL . e '
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: .. temporal

.

b’ \l/ ' > (?) separability of characters .
, 5 . 7| READING ’ ‘ . . commonality ¢

] concreteness of referents COMICS . \ . ‘ : , LA

LESTENING .
TO "SOMEONE . (?) separability,of characters ’- separability of characters ) ) . . o
' READ A e ) . N - ; .
PLAY . N . . .o v . . s
-y N 4 . » ) 0 R f
. . .‘ i 4‘ , ) ) . (?)separability of characters N READING A , N/ i
\ . READING |5 X 7| STORY'WIRH. - READING
differ only - ' " A . IK . v . " PICTURES - A’ N
- in terms of massage ] . PLAY . N concreteness G rafaren{t's ' ‘ g 5 BN . LECTURg ’
‘. /'\ . o ' - P 5 t,;
s - . s . ” . . ? .
.t KA * . : . g . . . ' B ‘
. . ‘ . ’ E o L g
modality (?) separability of characters . : : , 2 .
’ . 3 ’ .- ' c74\creteness of réferents * .
’ ?‘\ . P . ; .
J: s : 0 - / . . - ‘4 - - .
B N > ot . ' .~ . . » 4
. ' : LISTENING : 7 modality ' - _
. 17 L . TO A . ] : ~ \\-AEADI,N afe |-, . B L,
: - : * STORY ‘ ’ 7| srory wiedbur| ‘0t 18 _
. . N ) Co PICTURES . 2
. . o f N ‘e : hd o A - !
i , N , . \\,! . , R 3 ’ , N . ’ “« . ’., . C o . v-
\‘l ) ' \ ‘ . . ' ) . "1 ! ’ ’ 4 ﬁ’ O'\ -\ 4 ’
E lC N . . o N mgu’ 1., Differehces among language.experiences as commuwicative media. ¢ [ . !
¢ K ' . ~ The bOx labelled "XID" represents a ehild's typical oral language experience, .
I . . . ‘-~ while the other baxes show experiences that differ along dne or more dimensions.. ' . AR
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confMecting the r%ctangles are labelled wlth‘the'dimension(s7<;long o

. . 7

wh;ch the two experlences dlverge Tbe‘rectangle,in the center of'

*

tqg. page labelled KID,\represents a'cpild's language experiences

a:, , as descrlbed above the goal of fi rly reading teacning‘ - the
‘ ablllty o nread a story - 9is near the bottom:of the{figu}e.” .
> Ve ) : : - -
> T Arrowheads 1nd1cate a novemeht away from. 'chlld' normal oral
e . 4 L A ¢ ‘ T a

language experienceés toward the other end of the space - reading a’

-
” -
° .

:‘story.. .Notice that in spme ‘cases two oppcs1ng arnows connect Ewo
adjagent nectangles This 1s an Lndlcatlonitnat one of the two 1s
. ) closer to oral'ccnbensatlons along dne dlnens;cn :whlle the‘,other
| is closer along another > 'f;l 35; Jﬁ' : f;' ’ .i} R
;‘ The complex1ty oP the flgure snpuld 1mmed1ately suggest that
"/

there are many more conceptual trans?%lons 1nwolved‘beﬁ§§en “*hese

8

¢ . “'4‘“
two language experlences thah an emphasls Qn decodlng/would 1dbly :

Thls flgure attempts tQ p1np01nt.these translt;ons %focus1ng én

v\u
l . * [l

the\dlvergent cognltlve demands dlrferent language~ experlences . -
1mpose on a chlldn‘* For example accond;ng to thls analys;s a L.
o . child talklng oR the telepbone\;facés t otentlal ppcblem of
1ncorrectly, 1ntenpnet1ngﬁkwordsb ;uch as "hére" because of the

Cs N [ -~

spatlal context shlft necessary tq Lntenpret the word . there‘ is,
’ W vt & . i <

in fact, 'anecHGQal ev1dence that thls confusion"occuns. An

”

additiohal nfndrance,'imclléd;\by _fthé'4 "spatial = dommonality"
- - ‘dimenSEQni is' the, "lack of--ektnalingulstlc communlcatagn,' a@é-f%éﬁ’
1mpo§31ble by the, llmlted ccmmunlcatlve medium. ObJebts‘ referred‘
/ ﬂto in the conversatlon Whlch are 1n tﬁe sceaker rs' spataal context,,%
), :arelprobably\not 1nmed1ately v131tle or,acces31cle.to gﬁe chﬁld.' 2;
: RS T ‘
: ! ] - .- ot T RS
) . . - A } .
" ) , L o ; '19 . | .‘ . o . .‘




For- -a chlld uho relies on these a ds to compreh

I 4 . VY

absence may necess1tate add;tlonjbl process1ng . nd/or lead.
\
/

o e -

comprenen31on 'difficulties. ' p01nt. is that th;s addltlonal

a4

n&oces31ng is pre01sely the type ich is necessa‘y in readlng

3

stprles as; well Althopgh there 1s no suggestlon that a Chlld

‘\must ' pass, through all or anyj of the 1ntermed1ate .stages in

-~

earning to read, “language Berlences between the two extremes

A

may be useful $n ,teachinf- T Eding amd diagnosing "ohildren's

1

. -~
reading problems.* ) LA e e

s

NI e, 7 ¢ ) P ' 1 4 ./
While ' an ’attémpﬁ?has‘be n made tofkeep these mediumTPelated

~

difmensions binary, some language experiences clearly lie mldway on

some d1men31on ratheﬁ than at one end or fthe- other.- Th1s is
\ ‘ﬂh\

31ndlcated in the figure by qhestlon marks 1in front of d1men31on

. ‘ . « ¢ oy

naggs; -in these 1nstances,, he two adJacent rectangles may dlffer._

only marglnally along that d men31on For example, thew clues to,
\,, .

separatlng characters' points of view are'somewhat clearer in

reading a pfay ‘than‘ in r adlng a story -(t&e ‘demarcatiOn of

‘¢characters' . lines helbs' ln thls'respect); but are less obvious

v

than in watching a play. - ’ ;/

: Many children's ';ost common'"source- of ‘language input 5
watcning television - ‘is| not included in this'fdgure‘srnce, in.
many respects, it cuts acrojss the dlS;?nCtlonS made here. A chilo

ar e

’

can lls;en to a lecture, conversatlon or'story or watch a,play :on
' television. As both a visual and an audlt?/y medlum televlsion

can combine bharacterlstics cf _both modalltles by pnesenting'

v,

material to Dbe’ read as well as® llstened to (although except for

PAS . [ . . < 1) [
J
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ﬁpe "Ses.'ét‘me_S.t‘,r'"eetf"r family'of programs, it seldom*u@eé aﬁy wyitkqﬁ

. géxp.)‘ Oﬁ the’:othér hand ,. televi§ion ‘is 'agp;'gn ‘interactive

.; - dedium,; as‘qfe everyday qonvépsétions, so it lacks tﬁé'individuai
. P ] \

.;-. ‘tailéring<whichbis an integﬁél part «of suchscommunicétive episodes

:\ .;n& giaces feQ/demands on the child to respond 16 an approprlate

wﬁyz In this senSeq TV may Qe con31dened a pa331ve rather than an
* active megﬁﬁiﬁ;n terms of’the obllgatlons it imposes on the chlld

Finally, it ' is approprlate oto consider” *this'

dlmensxonaE}zaELOn as a departure ,point for ~analyz1ng languagQ'

4

experQenpes, rather .+ than as the final- pvoduct Epr one thing,

most commuhicative acts are not "pure“' 'they are instead mixtures
’ ) N

of several\media. Many language experlences change in the céurse\

e

of time, wanderlng from p01nt to p01nt in the medlum space.; For A
. ‘s . o

example, a gommon occurrence for a. Chlld might be to listen to and -
watgh a converSation, occasionally becoming an active® participant.

. L. . Lad
//'A'parent might .carry on a 'direct conversation with a c¢hild at

’ . K . . . . . L ‘
ACTE |

q?ﬁibus points during reading a story aloud. The designation of

medium  can also Become more complicated ' when communication

) -

oriéinally' composed for.. one situation is delivered in another.
N . . \, -

N i’Reading a transcript of-a lecture is one example. of a language

- 4 * . N ’ . - 1

"' experiencé which is more difficult to .classify in terms of .medium.

L -

T

{

. Most impbrtant, .as mentioned above, there is an entire othér set
. * . © [ . N . ‘

-

of dimensions ,along which communicative acts vary and which

__ exhibits marked contrasts betweew conversations and stories: the
14 ? N * 3 . ‘
.message dtself. R S ’ . : -
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— 2.3 Message-Related Dimensions. '
¥ . &
' % .

I3 -

- o N B PN

Hifferences”betwéen a qhild'§ typical oral 1anggage experiences

.. L ¢ R .
and typical schogl reading‘expebiences. There are also wide gaps
between the two in terms of the topie of the%acommuniéation, its
- . T ‘ T
structure and its function. I have groupedf@hgse three aspects®of
linguistic .communibatiqn, in the éategofyﬂhessage: intuitively,

v i) . -
—-==  the "meat" of the interaction, in contrast to its communicative

P . “ - ~ . . .
. channel. - Qhanges‘ along message - dimensions necessitate

” 7’

déveiopments in a child's language compqehgnéion aﬁfiitiesh which

fust oceur in parallel with tﬁe'epergence‘Qf_skills to effectively
‘handlé the medium-related differefices-»discussed abovey Unlike
those, message dimensions. cannot be _considered two-valued, or

- <

designations of cﬁép@cﬁeristics of whicq communicative acts can be

’ - 5
i

. said to have more® or 1less. When two messages are compared in

terms of Etructuné, for example, the results will be that they

have different structu}es, rather . than that One has more or less

structure thay the other. B

' X A ’ X . , . X
- Although medium aad  message dimensions are examined

N

separatelly, _ they are far, from. igdependent aspects . of

communication. - Certain medium characteristics are most,
! L 9 ]

<
~ ~

a‘ppropriate' for particular types qf ﬁé’éges and in ¢ some
tfal

instances,- the cheice of medium -essen ly determines some

saspects of the . message. A potentiélyy interactive medium will

tend to push %%e structure of the message tbward that of a

cbnvéﬁsation, Parents could de;iver'ekpository lectures to their

- . i . ’
A
’ .

- {8 - e

. - Tne medium'dlmens%ons detailed above capture only some of the

A
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. children, but few do (thank goddness); it would be a poor use of
7 R .
face-to-face communication. _ Similarly, the syntax of oral
¢ . , . * .
- inéeracgive language is generally "ungrammatical" bechu§e of- .the

characteristics of the communicative medium.  Stated another way,

it is not really possible to randomly choose values gn ééchfoﬁ the
/"_\ ) . X . . .

medium and message dimensiens and bé sure of finding a npatural
v o« ] A

§ LI 9 / / .
L / . .
é,\-7language experience wQ}ch fits that set of choices. Yet even if
. « some. of the message d%stinctions siﬂgled out . beiqy are

Qonseqqences of medium differences, lpoking at .them separately may.
. - . %

ﬁ%nable us-to discover which ones are|the mpst critical roadblocks

. - - . . e N ’ +
-for children learning to read. ~In the discussion below of various

%E message dimensions, I will first define  ‘the #imension, then

indicate the effect a choice of mgdium has on the location of a
R U ‘~_
language experience along this glmens%bn, then contrast children's

typical oral language experiénces with reading with rgspebt to

this dimension. ce ®

. - v

Some attempts have Dbeen 'made to classify oral and written
! language per se along these dimensions.. For example, Dakan[197u]

" reports that other experimentérs found college sophomores' oral
. AR
productions, when compared tp written ones ‘'on the same topic, to

!

-contain longer and_more diffiecult words and more Qerbs. It 1is

»

misleading, however, to consider this result to suggest Judgﬁents

about anything more general than cElLegg sophomores talking and
. » ‘g.' . ’ - .

writiné about a pgrticular topic in

. . ! ’ o - . .

Surely-their oral productions in a comversation about their social

a pgqticulér gituation-

. , . . )
lives would differ.sign}ficanyly‘ from the oral productions in

]

] - 19.- ! ‘
Pl
‘ - . . N : 4
4 ‘
.
4 ) LY . 2"‘ .
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‘\ ;tnese experiments. In addition; .this odnpariﬁon;is'simply not
; Arflevant\to chiloren learning .to nead for theirftypical oral ‘and
sreading experaances do not match tnose in the experiment alOné a

number of other'dimensions. \{} i§§ihportant towkeep.this caution
~in mind in réJEIRg tne.sections wnicﬁ follow."

-

. Structure exists at many different levels of a message word,
[ , ‘ L ‘-j ¢
5 sentence, paragraph, and the& entire messagé, to name the most
y . ! s e

obvious. At the word level,-the question of structure is realli

-

one of vocabulary WOrds have been rated with respect to
S s LN
difficulty and abstractness for any individual child, howeve;,

S . the crucial issue may be familiarity -- whether or not they have_,

- heard, read or used the word  before. Because children are
participafts in the‘,conversations. which. constitﬁte the major

t‘ - . ’ . e { .
portion of their linguistic experience, the words they hear tend

w——— = .- ) ,

to Dbe familfar tosthem. Clearly, a typical children's book will

!

contain words_which are not familiar to a cbild from veryday
. /
‘ conversation and more sophisticated written material sieh as .

textbooks may be densely populated with unknown words. Tnis_makes

-

it necessary, for the child not only to leaPn new words, but also

to develop ‘ftrategies for hypothesizing about unfafiiliar words °
. . , R o )
when he or she encounters them in reading.

At ?he sentence level:, we note syntacticf differences among

language experiences .The structur% of 1ndividual sentenCes may

be more or less complex onRthe other hand, sentences may not

.even be "grammatical" or complete In interactive communications,

L3

1ncomplete sentences frequently occur as answers to questions
. . (_\ . AR

- v
- 20 - )
=
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("Where did you see her?" "Canoeing on the Char’les."). Because.it

. ‘ " S 3 (
v Orals-and Written Language - ot

i

|

|

is produced on the fly, speech tends to wander' off .into run-on

-

sentences and baroque structures. /Eeéundancy and repetltlons are
ré

common: compensatlons for the non- permanence of speech, Anyone who

- has transcrlbed a conversatlon can vouch for the looéeness of the

syntax. Iﬁe f@llowlng example 1is part of a,10-year old's Sral'

P

response to’questiéns about a story sne had just rea}f, "y donL£

. 7 know, I. think it  was some book like that she wasn't allowed to

e - 4
L Y ’

read as though it were a reallj Christian home or something and

you, weren't allowed to read-.a book about, I don't know, dirty or

9

something." Anothér example of the lack of formallny in spoken
- language is Allen s [1966] observaklon that perﬂect tenses {e’. g,

"had been closed")] are often replaced ?y simple tenses [e.g.’ "was |
3 a L. N > . i
|

closed"] in. conversation. Thus,»because children's experience is
. . o ~

with oral, interactive conversations, ‘they may have to learn new
y , s

. N .
. syntactic rules for reading. "Even if the syntaectic structures are -

. : ¢ S ) . )

. . the sdme, however, speech’ provides. additional ¢lues to the ) ‘

’ ) R [ . ’ 1 » N '™ '“‘ %
discovery of syntactic structures, as explained in the deSeriptjion

¥ ' ‘ *' " - - ol * \

of modality differences above; this presents an -additional ney,

v

demand to children.
b

Larger-than-sentencé—level 'structure has not been

investigated until more recently and, as a consequence,, has. been
’ .. pe ~ .

+ _ less clearly 'def¥ned Conversational structure is characterized

.

Y by utterances which are very context sen31t1ve, taking advantage

L]

of the fact that speaken and llstener can interact. (Notice that

the word/ﬂconyersatlon" hére referf to a language experience which

) .
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request -answer to %Figlnal questlon
¢ 9
and’ m1sunderstand1ngs are ble?fed up in short order because of the

»

Lnteractlve nature of the medlum The structure of conversatlons

,.

s ‘ge
cont1nues to be exam1ned and formalized by Schegloff [1972] Dore

{1977T and Grosz ,[19771, tb name just a few. . . L

Thﬁ structure of stprles has also recently beén exam1ned by

"Sequences" tend to _be short

v
A/

' t - S L] :
. Y ’ ] | "v& . .g /)1 « ' Y Co L ,
el ) . ‘ i o %ral and Fﬁ}ttenvLanguage
- - - -~ . . 3 . _' ,
. - . ' T - ,
. Y v . 7. . . 't
. makés use of an interactiveemedium - not just to an hexperlence
( A ", o o g
. - * 0 —‘. “ : ) -
E;uch has that potential, such as -‘a lecture: delivered in a -
_onexto-one' situ&tion). * Frequent sequences Which have “been*
‘ v ¢ ‘. ‘ . ¢ ¢
o - rd ~ v [
» identified in * conversations are ' questlon answern and
questlon request for' additional ﬁ;.nf‘ormatlon response " to

people such as RumeIhart,[19]5] and the grammars generated’ d;ffer,
. O . . W6

1

_éreatly from those built for conversations,y containing such’

-

constructs as "episodg", "setting", and "theme.,(" (See .Bruce's
, L/ — \ .
chapter: in this volume for an-example of the application of story

»

‘éﬁémmars). Expository text’s df?fer in yet. other ways from

— - .
conversafions ‘with concepts 11ke "thes1s " "supportlng emidence;

*
characterizes the _most common current use oﬁrﬁkanguage in

sc1en%1f1c and techn1ca1 texts as "an extended logical essay - an
>

"N
dmpllcatlons -in 4 s1ng1e coherent text " (p 23).
“v a 3 . ‘ s ..

The child 1earn1ng to.read is clearly the victim of these

PR {

] N A

xdifferenges. Even though 1ucky “children may hear oral,stopies ’

¢ .

from their parents and may even’be exposed. to expository structure

. when they demand to "know why boys and girls ar® different, “their
c ‘ ’ ” e ‘ ¢ .

L4 « .
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and even. "topic sentence? being relevant. Olson [197UT

assertion examlned and re-examined to determ1ne all of its:

*
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typical oral language experiences are conversations. They are#’

. @ . : ' L ., -
‘accustomed to asking and answering ques%i?ns ("Where ~ are you

W T a@ » (& ’:i
. . . ) . s )
v_goipgj“), or relating their experiences ("Well, first' I fell into .
- the " mud ‘puddle’ and, then..."),. but are not ©as familiar or |
. QOmerhable' with other étructures. These differences-requfre\the .
;{" ..:‘l:“l-‘s‘* ~.Q. . @ , 2 . )
. “¢hild to develop a Jew. set of structures and procedures to e
~ comprehend stbrieé;ﬁ "still other skilds will be necessary for. *
. . . . Vi . ) . .
s understanding history texts:gnd lectures, - -

The topic of a language expeisenéﬂ is, informally, what it is
’ ¥ : v . . e
‘.about. ‘Children in ,general ‘talk abqpt everyday* objects and

<

situatkdps - theié pets, friends, pgfents,‘games, things thét_areh
. }el?VQnt‘td.th?ir own lives. . They usually share with théirr
con;ersant a baékgrounﬁ ofﬁeiﬁgrienceé and kdowledgé'whicﬁ mak;s -
*  _bossible féferences.such aéiﬁThq dog Jooked a lii%le like ;Uncle . 3
) * Oscaﬁ.ﬁ:, in"§uch conversatioﬁé;':the speéker hgs‘a'relaPiQely

- L] * -
complete and accurate model of the listener and thus the ‘llstener
. - . g "E-.‘ . sy . Q.“a
* will find ccmprehensfbn *facilitated. ‘~1Contrast 4his aith the 2

-

131tuatiom>of a child %eadlng a book~ The Astory. is llkely to,‘be ;
about é child or animal in an unfamlllan situation. In fact, it
. ‘;sibléar that ong of. the fascinations 'of readlng is ‘this ve;y : "
~ tcapacity "to 'inLroduce the reader to, ch:;aotersz;nd 31tuat10ns TR
Yo wh;cgemigpt- othe§w1se be unattaiéable v Yet this ~-source of '

excitement 1is also 4 potéhfﬁal _source of pr&blems for a ydung

.

o
reader unused to suoh language eXperlences In-addltlon a book' ..

-('*ﬂ/éuthor certa ly does not know hlS or héﬁ audlence personally and , .
o .

thus can, not _tailor the story to tggur knowledge and bellefs ‘
#- . ‘\ ’ % N ) @ i} . " j. L4} . - - '-

,» " ! N
14 , -
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Th1s mismabch of background assumptlons between cultures has been
> s o R - —_ .

postulated as one’ source of. d%fflculty for m1nor1ty children

[

‘ ' learning to read. We have discovered, in informal’experinents that ,
4

an xmportant component of comprehendlngea story ‘is understanding\

L

the characters” goals and’ 1nterpret1ng thelr actlons in light of

-

these goals, without thks connective tlssue, the story falls
L

apart. Understand;ng a 'story about other people requires the i

reader to be able to assume the characters' points of ‘view, this |
. v ' !
"standing in another's shoes" is @ifficult when certain basic
. N \‘) ) ) » . -
assumptions are not shared.

-

b3

5

As a child gets older, the topics he or she reads about 1in

|
i
- ‘ . 4 . : ;
) school also tend to. become more abstract; the child must progress |
// - ‘. :0 K .
from the dogs and friends of h4s or ,her childhood £3 democracy and

. the periodic table’of chemical elements.

bx:"the shift from interactive to non—interactive language

.t -

L] . .
- . .3 »~ . !
. .These shifts along the topic'dimension are somewhat predicted ‘
|

qexperiences Children play a 1a?ge role in the choice of topic in

LR A ) .

‘convef{‘satlons wlth thelr‘ parents and peer's Sand, tbus it_ 'is mor‘e' -~

11ke1y_ to be famlllar and reypvant to bhem On the other hand

i

there are interactlve language experlences, ‘e.g. a technical

. -

* conversation between two nuclear physicists -"which in terms of

'topic,.ane closer to' reading a text book than to 'participating in

3

-
.

,a typical child's conversation. R .
s . : . :

‘ Finally ., we Qay contrast. the function of children's
- - + * . ~ g . ’ 3 “ ! a ’ ’
~ conversatlons with that of stories. Children 1earn to’ ;peak

}ﬁ"ﬁlally because masterlng this skill is most useful in having

E

» -
v K4 . A . . \ A i '
. s . , . ¥
. - , ’ \ " o .
. N . 3 . .ot , N T ]
d . % - 2’4 - ' . . .
.

~ 0 ’ ~ . 2
’ . .
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// one's needs filléd. Just getting awpa}ent'§ attention may be the

V)

first motive* a child acts ﬁpon in learning--to speak. 'ﬁateb, his

_or her languéégrcabgbilities are more di;ﬁ;fentiated and a child

can get father; to pour some iuiczigp»ask mother fo fix a broken
toy. As children get older, the functions of conversations remain

somewhat constant: to persuade, to obtain information (oftends

relevant to some task), to express-some edotion, to acquire some

ki

object or action- or sometimes just to ifiteract - and maintain

a

contact. This function is often consistent with the child's
LY . 2

goals, especially if the child’ has * initiated the conversation.

Stories and texts, on the ‘other hand, often have as their'funcgion

to describe, to entertain, to excite, to'evoke. Early reading may

Y

- -

even -submerge -all of these functions in service of the gdal of

teaching the *hild certain wdrds and/ letter-sound correspondences. ™

A -

Not only are ‘these functions different from thoée normally
yassodTaQéd with conversatibns, but phey may.ﬁot correspond very

- Qell tq’a child's goals. Certainly many ‘children have asked their

teachers and parents, "Why,should;I.read?"; very few have asked,
"Why shéuld I talk?" . — l

An additional difference between _the functional fabric of*

N

children's conversations-and that of stories is the duration of -

.

goals. 1In conversations, a single eXchange may sgtisfy a goal and

the foclis® will shift to another topic. | In stories, we see more
- - \

— . . ’ . B .
s sustained purposes, as one of the goals of a book may be to evoke
0 N . . . & : ’
a single émotion, ‘ oo , )
~ LY ¢ ‘ N
¥r 8 ~

72N
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- Tﬁese message differences are affected by med1um dlfferences-

In -some of\the samé&ways structure ~and top1c are 1nfluenced In

- .

4

part1cu1ar, a %h;ld's»actlve part1c1patlon in a conversation ‘makes ' .

—<it_  more’ likely that it will. satisfy his or her goals for the

S -~

interaction. A child often prevents a conversatlon from "syicking

2

to the subJect" by 1ntroduclng another topic and another goal. In

[9d

a sefise, many message d1fferences are an effect of Lhe 1nteract1ve

*
o

nature of th# chlldren s language exper1ences and the Tresulting

-

. . &
possibility of  "the child's affeeting the course of the
, - . - . -
s . i
communication. . .
- » R : ) r :,' . . . § ) f
. ~ Figure 2 .summarizes ‘the contrasts drawn above Dbetween
’ children's typical oral language experiences and the experience of
read1ng a 'story~ When, these differences are combined with the

medium- related d&stlnctlons discussed above, it issclear that the

J

bl upath*‘from oral language comprehens1on to read;ng comprehension ig" .
. . ’ e i ” .

full of difficult steps and that learning to decode written words
. ] g L.
to meaning is but one of“them. We Bsee that neither of the models

<

o _.alluded to at the beginning of this chapter (that , reading and .
’ listening are elﬁher the same or completely d1vergent processes)

makes sense in the framework developed here. What is supported in

J

-

their stead is the view .that each language experience 1nvolves 1ts

. own set of cogn1t1ve ggllls each of which is shared. withH many

PN b . )
other langua e experlences.. The dimensions 1identified here

< . . . -

'provide a first{pass at ‘indicating which cd%nltive skills are—

linvolved in a-,part1cular language exper1enoe, much more work
£
neéds to be,done to specify4at a more detalled level Lhe cogn1t1ve

wif

. = 26 -
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CONVERSATIONS | g ‘ . STORIES ..
5am4£4an wonrds ‘ ‘. : ) .. , . unéam&ﬂ&an wonrds

impreedide, nedundagt syntax R , . “formal syntax.

discounse structure - a : . stony sthuctune.
v e e
- ~ TOPIC ’ :

. . ) ]
}

CONVERSAT EONS L " STORIES

¢
everyday ‘objeats and ALIuaILonA
shared knowledge base~good model 05 246tenea
! _ ' unbhaned hnowzedge base-incomplete. mode£ 0f

N
o

..

abstract on uﬁéam&l&aa ob;ecté and 54tuaz40néj

et Y, . neaden . . .
. . , ' ' . :
‘ " - ) L b . T
‘ N FUNCTION _ , ' . S
v ‘ 3 \ ) R -"’ .
v ) - .ot .
: — - L - . [
CONVERSATIONS o, o . . ) BN . STORIES
persuasion, Lnformation= gazbzﬁbng B o ol o deécn&pt&OH,eVOCGILOn
congruent with chitd's goazé ' . O . S . not ch&ﬂg Ln4t¢gt e'd
‘ M ] * M " " By
Coa, R .
’ [} * .
’ ’ L .
oo ' " . Figure 2: -~
A contrqst f children's typical oral language experlences .
(conversations) and the:egpérience of reading a story 343 i

F . s

) S on three message- -related dlmen51ons

- - >
-
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.processes’ involved ,in wunderstanding K language _ in -different .
€ ' - . © ~ R : .

-

. " situations. ' a - . .
. -t - . *
2.4 Implications for Teaghing. and Research , ,J e

The model tpresentea here -clearly diverges froq the more
. traditional view of the crueial steps a child must go thﬁbugh in
q . o ! ] ] N . :A ‘ - ;L
’ progressing from oral language comprehension EQ.reading, One

o %fmpi%gation of the proliferation of differences is_that there may,

be .intépmehiate steps in teaching children to read which will

» Y

. ‘require the use of some but not all the .skills ihvol{é&" in
‘teading. For example, twd.children might carry on a conversation-.
' ' . '

by writing notes or by typhng‘on linked computer terminals; this

exercise preserves many of the message propertieé of children's

4

.conversations’ and even some of the medium-related properties (e.g.
interactjon, spatial and temporal commonality), while varying the

.modality. - Reading aloud to chiid?en' shares many medium and
messagé-related aspeéts.#ith,children's reading themsel;es, yet
differs.{in modality. Computér techn?logy can_be'QSed to provide
iapguage experiences which would 'not be. beégily ‘availablé
ouhérwisé. For example, in oédef to cogbine interaction with %he

nor&ally non-interactive reading process,, one cgyld build a

S~

computer program which we could whimsically ' call "Huh?" ‘Thé

terminal could include.a‘special "Huh?" key which, when pressed,
- ) . ‘

would explain a specified piece of text more completely or simpily,
A L N V:

thus preserving some of the feedback properties of conversational,

o situations. An increased understanding of ’the relationship

hd ¢
between children's comprehensipn of conversations and stories will’
.’ ! . . . , 0 .

‘- y a f .
,b LPY ] < . . -~ 2 8 -

Q . . L 33 <
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 be’ valuable  as an"indizator pf whiqh'.rea@ing skills not -

' transferred from the oral situation should® be .- explicitly ¢rained-
*  .and where children might have "bugs" which derive ‘from a

<

v

too~general transfer of oral language §kills. Such a,model would
. - . i 1 .o .- T :
‘' alsg rbe 'useful 1in devising diagnostic measures for individual

childred® to determine’. if

‘ their' vreading difficulties . are
e . - LN .

reading-specific, general K to bbth',language modalities or are

*

evidence of an even, more general deficienqﬁ in . problem-solving

. 4 t
skills. ’ C- s
In terms of - research, this model can‘ be usefd% in more

’ precisely  undérstanding what expe;iments ' are" éctually,

investigating; The following brief* sdrvey of experiments

*

éxploring the relationship, between 1is£en;ng . and reading
@ompréhensiOn is included to demonstrate ihat work has often
focused,ggly on cﬁanges'iﬁ modalit&,'and bas _in \gene;aI, ignored:
lhe ) other distingtions among négurarly;dccu;Piﬁgv languagé

>
-

experiences. The relevance* of these experiments to chiidren
- . 3 14

1earning reading comprehension 1is tenuous precisely because of

this narrow fqcus. 1In section 4 I will out¥the . an_ alternative:

approach to reselrch in reading éomprehension‘baséd'bn the theory

[}
P

_developed here. | i . ¢

5 . L. 4 N

o

‘ -

/
A2

3. Experimental Investigation of the Relationship Between Oral and

Written Language . ‘ - . T

]

r The“purﬁose of the following admittedly incomblete sample -of
experiments is to  give the flavgr -of past and current'

experimentation in the vrelationship between oral and written -
- A \/
. . - 29 - ' .
' . 34 ? . ) ' N -

. ; . . s
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. language comprehensionu If any., conclusion is supported, it is:

’.théﬂ certain aspects of oral comprehension may. be brereduisites
for+ reading . comprehension; that_ié, certain shared skills which -

facilitate both typé§'of compréhension can be tested in certain-’

t

listening situations and -used as predictors for certain reading

-

. 7 N ’ - ’ 3 8
situations. Sticht [1972] notes tRat "it is to’ be desired and

expected that .with readers beyond the learning to decode-read

¢

étage, learning by. listening and learning by reading should- be

highly correlated." (p. 295) When the material is held constant,
) / - [ )
this intuition is generally supported. 1In general, though, these

experiments tell us little abgﬁt the skills childrén must acqhire

. .~ -
_in learning<to understand what they read.

3.1 Relevant Experiments )

. Experiments investigéting the relatiqnshib between oral and

written :comprehensjon usually proceed 'in one of the'following

ways: . -
-

Yt

1. Comparing comprehension of the same passage presented as

both text and speech or of passages produced'differently Lasiﬁekt

v

or speech), but presented in the same modality. Durrell [1969)

found, -in presenting the samg‘méterial in both oral and written
[N L3 -
form to first through eigheh graders, that -sentencée-paragraph

comprehension 1in 1listeming surpassed .that in reading'in‘first
graders., However, in eighth graéers, reading , comprehension was
12%.superior to list ﬁing comprehenéion. For Durrell; this change

was evidence - agaih t. a simple wunitary-process hypothesis,g In

relatgd‘gg?k, Sticht}{[1972] demonstrated ., equal comprehension of

t
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. the same passagea~presented‘.to adults ‘as speech or text and

. commented that "men who score 1low _on the Armed ' Forces

Pl
’

Qualificatlons Test »and are of marginal riteracy may iearn equally

’

poorly by ‘listening -as’ 'by reading.? (p. - 288) Both of these

experiments varied only the modaiigyrof the 1language experience -
examined, Durréll's results care most likely due to children's

,..

increasing competence i%‘ decoding %no -tBe advantage of the
’permanence/ of written . text. However; neither looked att
conversations or any type of 1nteract1ve language experience 'oneA
wonders, for example, how Sticht's subJecte would have done had
they been allowed to ask quesfions while they were llstening

In a dlfferent approach DeVito [1965]_ asked writers to

' 14 N E 3 L
deseribe ‘orally topics from tneir published papers. | These oral
) - - M

productions, when tranecribed, .were undgrstood as well as the

> ° .

~

v . 4 4 . ”,
briginal passages when subjects read both. This . would suggest

—n *

that tneae~particu ar oral'passages’did not make excessive use of
:features of onaiiiyanguage which would be- lost in. their *
transcripﬁion to written form or tnat such losses were’compeneafed
for by szch features pf text as its permanence. Here agaip~we

.gain little insight into children's reading problems, as .children'

do not in general read transcriptions of oral productions and in
. ! . '
writing down -an oral passage, we 1in fact. produ¢e a somewhat

. fe
anomalous language experience. . ’ . .

2. ﬁemonstraiing_that<practiced listening &kills, aid reading

comprehension 1 A form of‘experiment which bears*most d1rectly on

6
the * hypothesis that skills are shared between comprehen31on of

c ‘ - 31 - . :

.36
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text dnd speech is exemplified by Tatham (1970]. Using prequent"
(e.g. ~ ° subject-verb-object)” °  and "infrequent"‘*" (e.g.
subiect;verb-ﬁanner édjécpive) syntactic patterns from_childﬁen's

oral languige, she demonstrated that the frequent patterns: wére
. é T ‘« ) ’

- more easily comprehended in written form tham the infrequent ones.

- . . - .
While -this type ' of experiment could indicate a transfer of skills

from one modality to the- other, it could q}so be the case that the

freqdent.sjntactic‘patterns used weﬁe—f%equent precisely bec;use

~

. . A ‘e N Ql 3 - B
they were -easier to comprehend in any modafity, perhaps due to the

semantic cohplexity of ’the’ concepts they fepresented. Studieé
. . . b

along these lines would be more useful if they 1looked at other
. y ) ‘ . LI

frequent patterns 1in children's conversations (e.é. discourse

@ . . - . - .
structure) and pinpointed how texts do or.do.not require the same

\

skills. e .

+ +

i
.

3. Investigating the transfer of trained listening skills to

. reading.  Other expeﬁiments investigate the possibility ~“of- skill

transfer by. actually training listening skills and then testing
’ '4 .

their manifestations in reading. Lewis [1952] trainqg"general

~

liétening skills. such as determining the main idea, noiing

details, %39 drawing conclusions and inferences; the rgs?lts did.

-~ ~ .

not show clear trénéfer to reading achievement.- Sticht [1972]
A . 's e .
‘presents aspossible explanation for this failure "~ in noting that

such 'organizing skills are often taught in conjunction with

. ‘r. . < . ‘\ . -

reading’ but not with listening. Thus'training people tg "think"
. v N <

3 . . ) 1

while 1listening may. produge improvement in oral comprehension but

-~

. J ) . . .
may not transfé% to reading :1if they are already’ proficient

e

'.32-_‘ h.

(& .

o
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readers. This’ insiéht fits easily into the framework developed

above, with the thinking skills referred to here seen as a

consequence of the message-related distinctions betwéemn

»

gonversations and stbries.:,ln other studLes' hohever reading d1d

x

benefit from.listening training.’ Jenklns [1978] reports that ten

out of twelve studies’ he surveyed reported lmprovement in reading &w

'followiné training~to improve‘listening skilts. The 'effect\ was

seen in training to recall events,'ideas‘and details, to predict

. outcomes, draw conclusions or inferences, or follow directions - o
in other words, in thinking .skills. we may integrate these .
seemingly contrad1ctory results by postulatlng that the subjects
in Lewisf study had more successfully learned "thlnklng" skills in

- | connectlon with reading than the subjects in other studies;

therefore, their improvement.in listening compreherision was not

accompanied by an\improvement'in reading .comprehension.

4, Comparing listening"compr%hension of ngod" vs. "poor"
readers. 'Some expérimenters hgve,y looked at s performance
differences amoné ~differently . skilled readers ~on ~oral
% - -comprehension vtests Perfetti & Goldman (19761 ‘found that
- less~skllled' readers could recall a recent gord less successfully
in 2 _listening task tham more hfghly-skllled readers. Pike [1976]
asked children 1n flfgh and s1xth grades to repeat three types of
strlngs of words ~ random lists, syntactically well-formed, Uut -
semantical;y anomalous senterices and meaningful sentences. She

found . that, although the two groups-'performed eduivaleggly on the

AN /

random “lists, .better readers were more -successful in their

“
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performance on structural strings than poore? readers, iundicating

a greater ability on thelr part to hake ‘use of _ syntactic and .
' I ' '
;semantit structure.. She concludes that "the ab111ty tested by ‘the

t 1

.experimental task  could be a performance llmltlng factor |in

learning to read.”" (p. 8). Nelther of these experlments tells us }

- .

sibjects  could have read the stimulus materials 1instead o

+ .listening. to them and- the results would most likefly have been
- ; : ‘ ;7 | S

similar. What they ‘'seem to indicatevi's that one 'skill important .
in any kind of'language comprehens1on is the abxllty to structureu¢_~

the sentences one reads, to make a list of words 1into a

) L I .
B ’ . . . %7
+ _structured, meaningful object. I would extend this/thought to

-

texts bigger than sentences; understanding a 'Story means reading

‘it’as something other than a _list of sentences.

be

A}

. . . . ;
5. }nvestigatingAwhat disrupts reading_forgﬂgood".vs "poor! °

readers. Oaken Welper and Cromer [4971] stud1ed the. dlfferentlal*

7 »effect on good and poor readers of a tape on a ‘%transcript aof a
v A . - ¢ _ .
poor readernreadlng aloud. Good readers' listening comprehension

[

T - Qas unaffected by hearing a poor reader, arthough ftﬁeir 'reading

comprehens1on ‘decreased when they read a-transcript of the tape.

In cbntrast, poor readers' llstenlng comprehens1on went down when
they listened to 3 tape of a poor reader. ThlS suggests that’ poor.

readers’ ' strategies for. llstenlng comprehénsion :are somehow

d1srupted by a Tack of cues in the poor readers' tape (e g. fewer

“ prosodhc .cies for syntax) Such a result suggests that poor

A -

readers may rely on certain features.of oral language whlch do not

‘ -

e
LY

'\f‘ . .-' _3,4_ , ’ = l' .

© . 1
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B
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“muych goout’ the* relationship Petween'llsteni}g and reading; thegs :
f




exigt in wr1tten language and” have -~ not

compensate for this loss.

>

‘6. Considering the [ relationship of both oral 2nd written

language comprehension to indepefdent measures. Stlbht [1972]

> <

disebvered that' redding and listening comprehen51on scores were
— ~ ,
equally good pred1ctors of JOb performance in non readlng jobs.

i -

He - ¢ concludes from thls and related stat1st1cs that+ "the

'l

meaSurem@nt.ef comprehen31on by peading includes the measurement

! “

of comprehens10n by languagg (by llstenlng in the present case)

(p. 292) Aga1n,> this experiment looked only at "a charige in

v

modality? the material presented and the‘manner,ln ;hich"it'was'

presented * do not. differ otherwise. - The not-so-suﬁprising,
conclusion to -be’ derived “from this  experiment is-xthat'

comprehension is affected much more by factors t er . than
2 ! -

modallﬁy, by Skllls related to other aspects of the,medlum and tr'e

message

2 2 Problems Wwith these experlments

1

Several cons1deratlons make it dff?lcult to 1nterpret ggf .
‘ &

experimentalgresults or to pinp01nt their relevange, to chlldren

. learning to read; ¥ - ' .‘ L . &
. 1..- The materlals tbemselves - In the’ bulk'of the expériments/
ldescrlbed- above, materlals iffer ‘%nly Qn.\the_‘modality _of
Pre;entation‘ All . //f he other- dimens}ons:‘%ﬂ ‘the taxonomy

developed ‘in this paper. rema1n the same. = In addltlon,' several .
mb/ o - N r~ ’

> /- - .
experlments use: anomalous language experiences, such as listening

. e/ :
to a-passage/yhich was to be read or reading a talk “which "was:
. N § ‘e : ' o’
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meant  to %'be‘ sﬂbkén.* “We harglg' ever encounter 'these-
lfnonTexperlmental situations, and ghey are certaiqu not coﬂbarable‘; »
to re ding text or participating in a conversation. Thus, man'y‘of"'~
gq‘%:‘ the experiments J ich purport to compare comprehension,'across~ e
’ these modes are dnfflcult to 1nterprq§ .'Those emperlments which,.

2

2t - ‘ff . [ ) .
only  test comprehens1on sentences in ,1solatlon may be" less

. . H

sen51t1vefvto *'his cr1t1c1sm but they suffer from yet another

¢
problem' thej’ ous ;elatlonshlp/between ngdenstandlng 1solated

. sentences and comprehend1ng gntire written or oral’ passages o
N M Presentatlon c@hdltlons > Two o? ‘the strlk;ng dlfférences

between' oral ahd'wrltten language are the.spgeg at whichl’'They may

\ , ' - !

be presented 'an& the permanence of the display. ‘The normal rate

‘of reading. Is .  commonly .2-3 times as that of, _speéch. Some
. " . s N . e s . ) rr A - i
experiments attempt to paceé.subjects! reading or compress sp%ech

in order to ‘equalize thesé varLables, Ubt ft -1s unclear what qther -
. . b M ¢ . R -
e éffects these 'varlatloa?’ have. Slmlbarly, some experlmentsg

present only a’ small- portlon of the written input at a t1me to |
s1deate the non- retrievablllty of speech WQPle this method may’
,\.}-S‘
make the groﬁngmprehens1on gituations more comparable, 1t destroys
a dlfferencé between oral fand written language which might be
~ -
< chucial in teach1ng chlldré’h to /?a ‘ - ¥

[
. N - .

. :
. 3, SubJect charactérlstlcs and comprehens1on measures. - Danks

N . \.

[197H]vpolnt§ out tHat the use éf subjepts Qf dlfferent ages. in

dlfferent—e;beilments makes comparlson dlfflcuLt as we know little

about, the developmental aspects of g}thbr read1ng or o&al ranguage

comprehens1oh In ;iddltlon, he points_out severab~d1 iculties
A

"\ oy

i
, '




N

- . )

with ‘comprehension measures. He notes that freeenecall and\

v ]

question- answerlng technlques.may Qe has%,to comﬁare; and that the

. ""

‘ neces31ty‘of delay before comprehens1vn is tested in both of theSe

L3 ! 4, o &
approaches may confound results. Comprehension(measures which are

. ° ¢

'simultaneous with processing may ayoid the- dela"pr‘oblems, but,
I &
c\dlsturb the comprehens1on process-ltself

“

¢

e >

4. Methodological.ﬁallacies - The discovery af a factor (e.g.

PO 1

impaired&ﬁistening comprehension) whleh 000uns more . frequently'

~among poor r ers;ithanf good readers cannot be 1nterpreted as’

» >

_indicating thdt the factor 'capses poor. reading. First, poor

-

' 'conrelation; more complex analySes are necessary (&/// o

v Q

t{eaders tend to score. lower on a wWide va y ofﬁgasks and!éne can

& - . . FY, . ) X ‘ -
not. determine which factogs aregintima y related to reading,

- K 2 o . “

Sgcond, "a sal relation is never ﬂestabllshed Blmply by a-

*
. b

-
5. . The relattonship Qﬁ%f‘ the compgghen31on. pr?cess to
* "; * N

‘experimental: results. - It is always dlfflcult to infer a process‘

/l

".,‘ - ’ "

.from looking;'at its‘ output.' vaen if ﬂb we;e to~consistently

' . ;9

obtain® the same results on oomprebens1on tasks 1n‘bboth o?al and’
N N \'\a- 2

'Wrztten language, - We woyld have no proof that the compfghens1ow

H ¢ .

,prdcesses yere the .same. Even showlng that a compqnent' (e;g.

~, R ‘ - [

m\r‘ehenslon does ,no;' spe01f‘y the re@atlonship of‘ tha’c co_mpo,nent

"to the reste St the process., when 1t‘1s actlvated, what its lnput

. i3

is;.andvhow much txme, space.and -attention are devoted rts
R Y . .. ’ .

operation.

Oral and Written Language"

J?

.~Z¥syntactlc analysis) is. operatlbnal in . both 'modes oﬁ,langnage,‘
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6. Error analys1s - Few of the experlmenters mentrioned above

looked carefully ax thelr.subJects"errors; they d1d not follow

Goodman [1973]s who built his ~theory prlmarlly on “misgge"
. . . y . . .

anélysis.~'0ne exception among thejresearcp reported here is8 Pike

ARSI 7 . n
[1976];- she noted that, in the string memory task described above,

. P . k| + ~ '

'poorer; readers: seemed ‘to be using a strapegy-agpropriate for
-serial-list taSks even for the structured strings. Their
responsés had a list-like quality;and the*r errors werf mosg_often

[}

gmissions The better readers tended to transpose or substitute

-

,words they would generally answer using ;a nornal intonation

.pattern thCh 1ndlcated they weré attemptlng to use syntactlc and

semantlc structure to remem’hr the words. ThlS typ?~4/f -data
suggests. that” more COmplete, even if therefore less quantltatlve

analyses of oxperlmental results might prov1de more insignt.
- In some' sense, though, all these experlments miss the point
.. ! ’ > ,-»/1
Aqf}ben%’it comes to childfen learning to read. While it may be true
’ ' ) h ‘. .

* that many of - the same processes csme into ~play in ° the

comprehension of the| safie material presented visually or aurally,’
4 L
chlldren s early conversatlonal language and the books they read

£

can’ hard}y be consldere%pthe same materla&{ By focuslng on the

“

rd

. \ .
modallty of language experiences,‘at, the @xpense of other‘

L=

characteristics, these experl@ents have m1ssed some of the crucial

f -

’ v . <
differences between conversatlonal experiences and reading
stories. This is not|a criticism of these experiments per se, for

their purpose was in fagct-to investigate modality isolated . from

other . fadtors. What, is wrong is the extrapolation of these

- 38 -
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Tlndlngs to- the eaﬁatlon of readlng comprehen31en with the sum oﬁ

oral language comprehen31on . decoding’ ahd to the concomltant

[y

e

emphasis on éeaehinbrdesodinb. in order ;é ,Petter understand
reading eompreheneion, ne need to iook at matérial which difﬁers
ino‘termsg of ‘-qﬁhen : dimensions-etruepure o% the ,neseage,
‘Tntéraﬁtian7; topit,"t% nane g Tew. fhe foliowingoseetionfis'quﬁ‘
fre,beginning of a 'popentia} inves@igatfon of " two of thesél .b

L3

L3

dimensions (without any claim Ehat they are somehow most.important

’ Al

sOr primary):. temporalf&nj spatial commonality.

Ml

y, Understandlng of Deictic Terms in Oral and Written Language ‘ o
The: ef ect of the permanence of,text on certaln terms has

been discussed béfore bj-lingnists.* OlSon [1974] notegs; “Written ;T

. 7

" maberlals are ordinarily portable and preserved over time; hence-

the wrlter must use language in s&bh a way as tOoperlt the text
]

. o, ‘préserve its meaning’ acrOSs spaceaahd time." (p 15) This shift

—

in-the text poses neﬁ’ broblems.-for a ’Ghlld whose previous

-

P
gxperience has been w1th language per1ence§ in.which speaker and

llstenen share %Eatlal and .temporal‘ contex%ézwk This section

x L ' &
provides a prellmlnary look at”&hese deictié tepms, ~.as \they are

. LA N \
-called by llngu1sts, and con31ders how they may be a source of
- P‘a ﬁ ( . [} . , ‘
confusion for children 1earn1ng to read : ; .
B : ~ s Lo K . .
4. 1 Definitions of: DélXLS ] ﬁ’~¢ a . T -

3

In general, delctlc' terms, are thoSe .whoser interpretation
] " -~ ~ -

.. # . s’
relies upon bhe conEE%b of tha utterance ;Eillmore [1971]).gives /
&n‘antuitive feel for contexL—sen31t1ve terms with the “following

‘ . , N ', « y
.« ., |
- $ . . ‘ P -
>, _ R L ,
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-,"example{ Imagine findiqg a bottle %floﬁﬁ in the ocean holding a -~

.

> N 3 M
. v . ; <

plece of paper with these words "Meet me here at noon. tomorrow

§F=w1£h a stlck about this blg " Clearly, no onge coqld fill that

<t

-

¢ e = e s e e R

e,

v -

-

reduest without more 1nformatlon! .

Welnrlch [1963] divides de}x1s~inpo 4 categories:

rs

a

1. Person deixis: terms. whose ~ interpretation requlres

knowledge -of the speeker and/er‘hearer, The most common wordS//ﬁ
thls category are first- and second pe;son pronou;e ;
" May I hold hands with you” i ‘.
; Have you seen my octopus? . . ’
I -

+ 2. Time deixis: terms whose meaning depends on the time' at
wﬁieh ﬁhe‘etteraeee oecurred. Time-adverﬁs such as‘“now“’gbd time
eﬁrasee, such as "a week ago&‘ fall into ehis category. Tense
indicatdﬁs on verbs. may a@sol be censidered examples of tige,
de;xis. x" : ‘ o X

Now - you see it, noe”you don't. YMote the two different
X uses of “now; in, thls sentence )
¢ - i Joﬁn ameamo st;y last Sunday, but I m g01ng to ask him to
leave tomorrow,
- Yo o . % ow
y. ,5. Place deigis: terms which depend on the spatial .positien
of :the speaker and/or hearer. The adverbs “here“ and "there" as
‘well as certain motion verbs (e. g. “come") are in this %;Eegpry.
Is Johnny there° (refers to the hearer s pq31tion)
) IS
i - U0 -

Oral and‘WPittentLanguage'
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\- *- 13 s i : 3 ,‘ \? 4‘ * v p / »
) Put that :'knife \ovgh#_here. (refers  to ‘the speakep's:
position) ' - . o * . '
- * i ’ ° - "
< ?‘ A e e * * % - - . M

v -~ L -

' .
.

’

4, DL;qoﬁhse deixis: terms which depend on the pre&ioué'

diScBurse' fora;tnefn —idtérpgeﬁiﬂi;h: Anaphori% reference may be

included here, aéiwell‘as.subh phrases as "in the, next. bhapter."/ 4
\ . . .

{See Ndsh-ﬁegbgg [19781 for fprtheé:discdssign of anaphora.)

» . I drove the car to the bus station and left it there. e

In - the- next paragraph, you will read~ébodt social deixid. .
AR . _ ; SR ox o e -
S ' : N . .-

7 Fillmore [1971] adds a fifth category. . . >

-

L3

. T . ‘o - Y
5. Social deixis: térms which are sepnsitive to® the -‘social

relationships between ﬁhe participants: in the conversation.

. Examples of such word$s are more common 1in Japanese, _Where many
- ~ ' . -

. pronouns include 'an’ assumption about the sotial.class of the
people referred to. 1In French, the second-person pronouns ™tu"
and Myous" are differentially used depending on the reiationship

betweem the conversants. - ‘ . :\\

: .

4.2 Experimental Work %®n the Understanding of Deictic Terms ! -

Few exberimenis have been done on the effejF of deictic terms
° ’ - -

in‘language‘uﬁdebstanding. Harris and@ Brewer [1973] demonstrated

. N T ’ .
that subjects' recall "~of sentences such as "All California had

)
9y

. felt the earthquake"' was frequently "all California felt the-

N

s
’ ea;thqung", suggesting that the 2k of spegific’reference td the

implicit - decond itime referenee ~tHefore which California felt the

E .

earthquake) rgndered the '"had" meaningless and thus prone to .
P ’ : . . . . - .

T o

.',‘ o R 1 48\

$ !

a

.
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! omission.- , Similar experiments in Brewer and Hac}is (197471 -

»

indicated the same pﬁénpmenon with other deictic 'éleme;{s not

anchored iﬁ the experjmental context, Such‘expériments could be
' ) ] .

gxplored «to provide mQre insight on the effect of context od the

o M * ¢ ‘ ! t ’
" interpretation of deictic terms. e r
. " - ' T

*
L e [4 4 -

U . v e . U P - - - . -
Not much work has S>en done either concerning children's
acquisition of the ability to produce or understand deictic terms.

'- . B .
lyyons (1975] claims, on the basis of 1linguistic argumenys, that

N i

‘Mthe g?ahmatical ii&ructuré’s and interpretation of vreferring

expressions ... can be ‘accounted for in principle on the baa&§\~of

' 3

@2 Prior understanding of the deictic sfunction of demonstrative -

’

pronouns and adverbs 1in what might be 1éose1y dequibéd as

’

concrete or- practical situations."  Although Lyons makes no .

: [ 4 -~
reference to actual observations of children, he recognizes the
primacy of deixis in a child's developmerdt of speaking and

"distening skills. ©One developmental point he makes is that a
. ( -

. - == child must 1eann\the distinction.betwéen réferring to a place and

referring to an eﬁtity,.e.g. the difference Between "That's the’

"

pqsk? and "Thére‘s the, park." . ) ;

. Fillmore [(1971] repbrts an experimenéxby,ﬂe?b Clark in which

pﬁeschoéf children gave each other instructions.to assemble blocks

)without being able to see one another. . Clark recorded the

‘ >
! -~
following conversation: o
. . “ 1]
"Put this block odﬁkop of that one." - .
* ] . .
. -
"You mean this-one." ’ .
’ ) ot . .
‘ "YeS." ) * . - \ ’
- ‘ -
. ' P
.
. -4 - '

\
e

L Y
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These phild?eﬂ did not yet understand the deictic nature of "this"

ang 'that"; the assumption is that'théy wereé stillAtoJ egocentric

? ‘ -

to realize the discrepancy in”“the conversation. .y
- p y A

In some -related experiments, Krauss ;and  Glucksberg [19773
: showed’ that cﬁildggn often 'do not appreciate the fact that the

person they arée spédking to does hot 'share théir - khnowledge and
-, . .

assumptions. The eXperimenters . separated children by a screen,,

! V4

.then asked the speaker to desenibe’hif design on blocks as he or
R N . | e
she stacked them. The listener's task/has to select the torrect

blocks froéom a Eandomly ord%fed collection and stack them 'fn the

same =~ order. Children through the fifth -grade gave

noncommunicative descriptions like "My Daddy's shirt" .which ‘were
usually misunderstovd. Adults, of cdurse, made up. suitable

LERN

-hescFiptions and had, no }robbie With the task. . .-

“Tanz [1976] found that the order of acquisiyion in speech of

) \
deictic terms Dby a groupuof 40 children between the ages of two

and six was as follows: pérsgnal pronouns, in back of/in front of,

’

demonstratives *and locatfives ,(this/that, here/there),. deictic
verbs (come/go, bring/take). Some of her techniques might be
extensible to research on  reading. Tanz notes the gohneétion

between deixis 'and what ipsycholégists have 'coﬂmonly called

egocentrismi "Children's use of deictic terms without suffiéient'

linguistic or extra-linguistic anchoring is one of the cleareét

’

“sympgoms of cognitive egocentrism Lé be. visible 1in ordinary

<

interactions." (p. 228) She.also hints that the kinds of cognitive
processes inherent in a child's decentering may pave the_ way for a

-
LX)

-
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- 4.3 Deictic Rerms in Text

’
<.
A

N Let us examine one example of such a use of 'deixis in text.

&

. - Oral and Writtén.Language
4 &=

child to stand, in other people's'shoes and see the world:from

»

their personal and motivatiopnal p01nt of view -~ a crucial - skill

-,

in’ undeé@tandlng stories.,

P

What happens to. delctlc terms 1n text’ For one thlng, they'

-

are most likely used less frequently. Eillmore j1971]

distinguishes three types of uses of deictic place terms: gestural

i

(I want you to put it therg.), symbolic (Is Johnny there?) and”

F
]

anéphpric (I drove the car to the lot and left it there.) Only the

third really translates easily into the written situation. = The

4

other two make sense only as quoted utterances, that is, as

H

written records of conversations.
] -~ «

»

*

. ' ™ 4
Sally said to Jill, "Come to my house tomorrow."

Two words in this sentence have deictic content: "My". and

"tomorrow." If a cbild.were to hear the quoted sentence, ‘he oﬁ_

]

she yould understand thalt- "my" referred to the speaker and

"tomorrow" referred to the day-after-the wutterance. . 1In _ﬁeading

*

this’ Sentence (or in hearing it read), he or she must interpret

"my" ag "Sally' S"’?nd ntW as the day af‘ter' Sally's remark

to Jill. ‘For a chlld this changing of context may not be easy.

Similarly, if a child read "'I want you to:» put it there,'- .said

4

. the correspondence between "there" and "the, card table," rather

3

than the common correspondence between "there" and a plabe " in
R -~ & 4 ot

hhé;r‘ own spatial context; Not all deictic referéhces in texts

are quoted conversations. For example,
) - ' - 4y -

“Jack, - p01nt1ng to the card table,' he or she would have to realizé




e i

Q

' N ¢
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-4

John looked to the left.
Again, a child -must Be able to sWitch contexts in reading this-

sentence to realize that John's left, notithe reader's left, is
. ) . . » ", , « +

indicated.

/

0f-course, each -0of the ‘above sentences could have been

L —

spokén. My claim, though, is that such Sentences are much more

/

common in text than in speech and furthen that they might ,provide

-

Some diffiedlty for children in the transition from speech to
) réading comprehension. To support this claim, more';researqh is
‘necessary into children's, use and understanding -of deictic terms

in speech, the occurrence .of deixis 1in children's books and
_ ¥ . -~ - a .

3 , - PR

children's ‘understanding of these terms wQeﬂ‘fhef.read. As a

start, here are some examples ofé&?e uses of deixis in M irs

Picture Dictionary [Greet, 19707 . ' ' .
p [ T
"1. You wear a glove on your hand.

You blow air. into a balloon.

3. (Accompanied by a picture of a boy watthing a-sunrisql

.

* The sun-is_risfngu
Dan was up when it rose yesterday.

It has risen later every day.

4./ (Accompanied by a picture of a mother, a-girl looking -atw—
her, a.girl holding a doll and a boy holding an alrplane)
Mother is glVlng me a birthday present

She gave my sister one last month. . ‘ ' ,

-

’ Q She has given my brother his‘p{esgnt.

A

»
s

« ? , LY ¢ -,45" ) .

r
" S _ . o) y,
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Whilg it is true Enat dictionary definitions are not the most
natural form" of. tgxt,. children certainly read and hopefully
understand them. _An i%lgstigation into just how much agd how they

-do understand rshould' broyide some -insight - into the %eneral

- R o

rélationship bepwéen the comprehension of oral .and weitten.
e LR A e e e e s S

In sum, 2 neyéappﬁoaéh_to igvestiéatiqé the cagfriﬁution of
'chiLdren's oral léﬁguage comPréhensEon skills to tﬁgir learning to

-

read has beemproposed here. It rejects the traditional equation

which claims that skilled’reading is the sum of oral comprehension

’ . i : -

and decoding SRildi for two reasons: 1) It is impossible .to
* -

cémpare oral and _wrihten language 1in gengral without'furtherh

specifwing the medium:-and message of the language experience, 72)

- - 7

The. qelevaht -experiencés for children 1learning to read are

convérsations (oral)'and:storiés (written), and there

&

. - . :
more differences ,between these than the application of dding

~skills " could rovercome. Attempting to . dimensiotialize = the

Y

distinctions among language experiences leads us to a scrutiny of

@

. ~ .
linguistic factors sugﬁ\as deictic terms, to a new experimental
- t

'apprdéch and; hoaefully, to bétter ways to ‘teach children how to
e ‘ Co, X : ‘

B
.

read. . o R
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